ABSTRACT. The existence of widely available large, multi-subject, online databases calls into question the necessity for small, disciplinespecific indexes to support research. This study attempts to determine whether the online Communication Studies indexes provide access to the journal literature that researchers in the field actually cite and whether, where the current journal literature is concerned, that access is in any way superior to that provided by large, multi-subject, online indexes.
INTRODUCTION
In the current climate of rising prices and stagnant or shrinking library budgets, many, if not most, academic libraries have been forced to prune their collections of journals, indexes, and electronic databases. Many of the librarians involved in this activity have been rightly worried that they may be adversely affecting the colleges and disciplines they were meant to serve by having to deny researchers quick, easy access to discipline-specific resources. In our own case, while in the midst of a large serials prioritization project, we wondered if we were harming our university's Communication Studies researchers by not providing access to an online database specific to their discipline. After all, we supply access to most of the other social science disciplines with degree programs on campus: Psychology has PsycInfo, Sociology has Sociological Abstracts, and so forth. To this end, we determined to discover whether the Communication Studies indexes available would be useful to Communication Studies researchers, both in terms of providing overall access to the journal literature and of providing superior access to the current journal literature in the field. 1 The usual methods for reviewing the suitability of indexes tend to follow one of two paths: (1) the reviewers assemble a list of core titles from the field and/or important titles from relevant fields and check to see how well the indexes being evaluated cover them (for an excellent example of this type of core-literature review, see Sutton and Foulke 1999) ; or (2) the reviewers perform a variety of subject and/or keyword searches in the database(s) to determine how well particular topics are covered by the database(s) under review (for an example of this type of topical review, see Clement and Ogburn 1995) .
As our aim was not to determine whether the core literature or a particular subject was well covered, we proceeded a bit differently. Much as one would for the first type of review, we assembled a list of core Communication Studies titles and important journals from related disciplines from a variety of sources: Carolyn Mueller's "Communication Journals" (1984) ; the fourth edition of Rubin, Rubin, and Piele's Communication Research: Strategies and Sources (1996) ; Block and Bracken's Communication and the Mass Media (1991) ; and, of course, a recent edition of Magazines for Libraries (LaGuardia 2002) . From this assembled list we selected likely, widely-held titles from several call number ranges. 2 From each of the titles, we copied the "Refer-ences" or "Works Cited" pages from an issue's articles, usually from the first available issue of the year 2000. 3 Then, after removing duplicate citations from consideration, we selected all of the citations that appeared to be to academic/scholarly journals. This list of citations to academic/scholarly journals (6,170 citations out of roughly 15,773) would serve as the basis of our examination of the efficacy of the Communication Studies indexes. (For quick reference for the numbers used in each section of the paper, see Appendix I; for information on the selected journals and citations, see Appendix II.) Our purpose in examining the indexes was twofold. First, we hoped to determine whether the Communication Studies indexes selected for review would be useful to the Communication Studies researcher. To do this, we used the journal citations to determine as best we could whether the journal literature actually cited by Communication Studies researchers was likely to be recorded by the indexes in question. Second, we hoped to discover whether the Communication Studies indexes or larger, multi-subject databases would be more useful to the Communication Studies researcher wishing to review the current literature. To accomplish this, we used a subset of the assembled list of journal citations, the citations from roughly five years before the articles in our set were submitted for review, as well as those "in-press" items that were published no later than the year in which our selected references pages were published (i.e., 2000) , and compared how well the Communication Studies indexes covered those items versus how well the larger, multi-subject online indexes covered them. So, in perusing the results of our study, the reader should keep in mind that our aim was not to determine how well the core journal literature or a particular topic in the core journal literature for Communication Studies is covered by the Communication Studies indexes. Rather, our purpose was to determine how well these indexes cover the journal literature actually used by Communication Studies researchers to produce their discipline's core literature, and to determine whether these smaller, discipline-specific indexes are necessary to sustain a productive group of researchers in Communication Studies.
THE INDEXES AND DATABASES
For our comparison we selected three indexes specific to communication studies: Communication Abstracts, ComIndex, and ComAbstracts.
For many years Communication Abstracts was the sole subject-specific index for the field, although its limitations had not gone unnoticed. ComIndex and ComAbstracts are provided by the non-profit Communication Institue for Online Scholarship (CIOS), and their introduction in the early 1990s offered communication studies researchers additional search options.
We also selected a variety of multi-subject indexes. 
SEARCHING THE DATABASES Communication Abstracts
We did not have access to the searchable online version of Communication Abstracts, so coverage of the cited journal articles by Communication Abstracts was confirmed by searching for a listing of the cited journal article's author(s) in the "Cumulative Author Index" which appears in the sixth and final issue of each printed volume. To increase the likely accuracy of our searches, we looked for up to three last names and first and second initials of co-authors for co-authored works, and for journal articles by a single author, we reviewed every listed instance of the author's last name (e.g.: Brown, A; Brown, B; etc.) In some instances, we also reviewed entries where misspellings could likely occur (e.g.: Cohen, A and Cohn, A). For each citation, the Cumulative Author Index for the year in which the cited journal article was published and the Cumulative Author Indexes of the subsequent two years were searched. Later indexes were not searched as we were of the opinion that taking more than two years to index an item violated the tenets of timely indexing. It is our experience that patrons do not select a 1997 index if they are interested in what was published in 1994. Citations that were found were counted as "hits," and citations that were not, were counted as "misses."
Despite our best efforts, however, there were bound to be inaccuracies in the data we collected. For instance, though we did our best to correct citations that provided incorrect information, there were undoubtedly some citations in our lists that provided so much inaccurate information that we were unable to correct them. Also, we did happen across citations to journal articles that were indexed by Communication Abstracts three or more years after their publication, but we did not include them as "hits."
Lastly, while working on the second part of the project, we discovered that there were at least a few journal articles' citations that we had been unable to find in our searches of the several "Cumulative Author" indexes that were listed as being indexed by Communication Abstracts by the multi-subject online indexes that covered Communication Abstracts. A quick search of the appropriate issues' individual "Author In-dex" revealed that, in most instances, the multi-subject online index was correct and Communication Abstracts' "Cumulative Author" indexes were incorrect. We did not, however, correct those inaccuracies as they were very few, given the large number of citations with which we were working, and because correcting them would have created something of a schism in our data and would have led to the "1994-and-after" subset being collected with a different and more accurate means than the data that we had collected for the citations to pre-1994 journal articles. We felt that would have too muddied the waters of our project, especially when one considers that for the later journal articles we would have been relying on an index other than Communication Abstracts to provide access to Communication Abstracts' content, which would have suggested that to some extent other indexes index Communication Abstracts better than it does itself. The data for Communication Abstracts should therefore be taken as strongly suggestive of the extent of the index's coverage rather than as an absolutely accurate tallying.
ComIndex and ComAbstracts
Because we also did not have access to the electronic version of the CIOS's two indexes, we confirmed their coverage by comparing the titles of the journals cited and the dates given in the individual citations to the two title-coverage lists for the indexes, which were available online (CIOS Support Staff "Indexes to . . ." and "About the . . ."). If a cited title appeared in the indexes' lists and if its year of publication fell within the date range provided in the indexes' lists, then a "hit" was recorded; if not, then a "miss" was recorded.
As this method is the most limited in terms of the opportunities for search redundancy and correction that it allows, we would hazard that our findings for these indexes are most likely to be the least accurate in terms of their absolute accuracy. However, if the CIOS takes some pains to ensure that its title lists and scope notes are accurate, and there seems to be no reason why they should not, the results reported herein should be fairly accurately suggestive of the extent of the indexes' coverage of the literature actually cited by Communication Studies researchers.
The Multi-Subject Databases
In order to increase the accuracy of our searches for the journal citations in the several multi-subject databases, each citation was searched for up to three times in three different fashions. The first search involved employing a few key terms from the cited articles' titles in combination with the author's name or authors' names in a combined keyword search of the "title" and "author" fields. If the first search failed, a second search was conducted using other salient terms from the cited articles' titles in a keyword search of the databases' "title" field. If this second search failed, a third search was conducted by employing the databases' "Browse," "Browse Publications," or "Publications" option to turn up records for the appropriate volume and/or issue of the journal in which the cited article appeared. If a record for the cited item appeared during any of the three searches, a "hit" was recorded; if not, a "miss."
RESULTS, PART I: THE FULL LIST AND THE COMMUNICATION STUDIES INDEXES
Given the degree to which the several Communication Studies researchers we talked with promoted the multi-disciplinary nature of their research, and the field's sense of itself as a haven for interdisciplinary work (for example, author Robert T. Craig, in a recent article on the field, began his remarks thusly: "Communication theory is enormously rich in the range of ideas that fall within its nominal scope" [1999] ), our expectation for the results of this first part of our project was that Communication Abstracts would do rather well. Its editor's recognition that "the literature of communication is widely scattered [and that] [t]he potential outlets for such research encompass virtually every discipline dealing with human behavior" (Gordon 1978) , and the abstracting journal's resultant and continuing commitment to providing " [a] comprehensive source of information about communication-related articles, reports, and books from a variety of publishers, research institutions, and information sources" ("Communication Abstracts . . ." 2002) seemed to us to be the best-suited attitude for the purported nature of the discipline.
We expected that the CIOS' indexes, given the organization's editorial decision to cover just "articles published in the primary professional literature of the communication(s) field" (CIOS Support Staff "About the . . ."), would do considerably less well because of their more restrictive approach to indexing the field. Our specific expectation for ComAbstracts, as it merely provides value-adding abstracting to a portion of the core literature covered by ComIndex, was that it would do very poorly indeed. 4 We felt that at best, ComIndex, and to a lesser extent, ComAbstracts, might give comparable or slightly superior coverage to that portion of the cited journal literature that appeared in traditional Communication Studies journals, but we very much expected that Communication Abstracts would greatly outperform both indexes across the board, given the aforementioned seeming superiority and suitability of its approach.
Results for the Communication Indexes
Our initial findings indicated that our expectations were almost entirely incorrect. As Table I shows, Communication Abstracts indexed just over one-fifth of the citations, or 21.3%, just 117 more than ComAbstracts did. 5 ComIndex, with just over 30%, indexed almost 10% more of the citations, although we feel we should point out that the actual difference in the number of citations indexed (549) was not all that great. Still, we must admit that we were very surprised that the three Communication Studies indexes, as a group, indexed on average less than 25% of the journal literature cited by several researchers publishing in the selected core Communication Studies titles.
Results for the Communication Indexes by the Cited Articles' Decade of Publication
Our first thought was that perhaps at least in part the dearth in hits was caused by the dates of publication for some of the cited journal articles. Nearly 5% of the cited journal articles were published prior to or during the 1960s, and just over 10% were published during the 1970s. Communication Abstracts, of course, did not begin indexing until 1978 and does not offer retrospective indexing; ComIndex and ComAbstracts offer some restrospective indexing for the early 1970s and late 1960s, but they hardly provide full indexing for the period; so one could expect the number of hits for the earlier decades to be low and the number of hits for the later decades that make up the meat of all three indexes' coverage to be considerably higher.
As the results of categorizing the cited journal articles by decade of publication in Table II show, the actual effect is a bit more ambiguous, and certainly more disappointing, than expected. Both Communication Abstracts and ComIndex show slight jumps in the percentage of articles indexed for the 1980s and 1990s, but not particularly impressive ones.
ComAbstracts, interestingly enough, shows a sizeable drop (nearly 5%) for articles from the 1980s and a nearly opposite increase (about 7%) for articles from the 1990s. Despite the disparity, ComAbstracts' average change for the two decades, however, is well within range of the 2-3% increase noted for the other two titles. 6 Perhaps the greatest pleasant surprise uncovered by categorizing the cited journal articles by decade is ComIndexes' coverage of the 1970s. All three indexes exhibited the expected poor performance for titles published in the 1960s and prior, and Communication Abstracts and ComAbstracts, as expected, did not do well in the 1970s, though one might argue that Communication Abstracts performed better than could be expected, at just under 10%, when one takes into account that it was actively indexing only for the last two years of the 1970s. ComIndex, however, actually showed a 3% increase in the percentage of journal articles indexed for the 1970s. So, again, ComIndex actually did a bit better than expected, despite the seemingly restrictive nature of its indexing strategy, and Communication Abstracts continued to under perform with respect to our expectations, indexing a bit less than 25% of the cited journal literature selected, comfortably outperforming ComAbstracts in the 1970s and 1980s, but being outperformed by ComAbstracts in the 1990s. Results for the Communication Indexes by the Citing Journals' Call Letter Group
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Our next thought was that perhaps the distribution of the selected journals across several call letter ranges, may have negatively impacted the performance of the three Communication Studies indexes, that perhaps coverage would be significantly better for the journal literature cited in the ranges traditionally associated with Communication Studies, and worse for the cited journal literature in the other ranges. We also suspected, given the differences in their indexing strategies, that ComIndex and ComAbstracts might greatly out perform Communication Abstracts in the call letter ranges traditionally associated with Communication Studies, "P" and "PN," but that Communication Abstracts would perform considerably better in the other ranges, "B, " "H," and with the "Miscellaneous" grouping, the grouping into which we placed those titles that did not neatly fit into one of the other four groups (for the actual call letters assigned to each title, see Appendix II).
As Table III shows, what we had suspected turned out to be, and not to be, the case. ComIndex and ComAbstracts had sizeable increases in their percentages of coverage of the cited journal literature for items appearing in journals with "P" 7 and "PN" call numbers, and their percentages of coverage for the cited journal literature in the other three ranges/groupings showed a commensurate drop.
The effect that categorizing the cited journal literature by the call number ranges/groupings of the citing journals had upon Communication Abstracts, however, was a bit of a puzzle. Communication Abstracts showed a small upward jump from its average for the "P" and "PN" call number ranges, though nothing like the jumps exhibited by ComIndex and ComAbstracts, which was much as we had predicted, but its behavior in the other ranges/groupings was not quite what we had hoped. Communication Abstracts did show a slight upward jump from its average percentage in Table I for the "H" call letter group, but it certainly did not greatly outdo ComIndex in this range. In the other ranges/groupings, Communication Abstracts, despite its more inclusive indexing strategy, performed equally to, or worse than, the other two indexes. While we do not wish to overstate the case, these results seem to indicate that the three indexes, despite their differing indexing strategies, may well be indexing largely the same literature and that Communication Abstracts either may not be going far enough afield to differentiate itself from ComIndex and ComAbstracts or may be going too far afield, from the perspective of the Communication Studies researchers employed here, and may be providing access to literature that is not being cited in the field's core literature.
Unique and Shared Hits for the Communication Studies Indexes
In the interest of at least partially examining this last point, we decided to look at the number of unique hits provided by each index in one-to-one comparison and in comparison with the indexes as a group. As Tables IV-a and -b show, Communication Abstracts and ComIndex actually do cover a great deal of the same literature as do Communication Abstracts and ComAbstracts. Our expectation was that Communication Abstracts' indexing strategy would have resulted in its having a greater number of unique hits than the other indexes, or at least that a greater percentage of its hits would be unique, but such is clearly not the case. In one-to-one comparison with Communication Abstracts in Table IV-a, ComIndex has nearly as many unique hits (49.2%) as hits in common (50.8%), while less than one-third of Communication Abstracts' hits are unique (28%) and over two-thirds are hits in common (72%) with ComIndex. In fact, the Communication Abstracts unique/shared split is almost exactly 50/50 when compared against ComAbstracts. When all three indexes hits were examined for uniqueness as a group, as they were in Table IV -b, Communication Abstracts has fewer absolutely unique hits than ComIndex does, despite the fact that ComIndex and ComAbstracts have most of their indexed journal titles in common. Whatever the benefits of Communication Abstracts' indexing strategy may be in theory, in actual practice they do not appear to manifest themselves very strongly, at least not from the perspective of the selected Communication Studies researchers.
ComIndex and ComAbstracts, of course, are much the same index, with the one having more indexed titles and no abstracting and the other having abstracting but slightly fewer indexed titles, so the sorts of comparisons that we made above involving Communication Abstracts probably would not be pertinent. However, such a comparison could give one an opportunity to investigate the effect upon the utility of the indexes that indexing fewer titles in favor of a value-adding abstracting service has. As one can see by glancing at Table IV-a, ComAbstracts' indexing 18 fewer titles (21.7% fewer) than ComIndex covers results in its covering 673 fewer cited articles than ComIndex, or just over one-third (36.2%) of ComIndex's total coverage. While we are not familiar with the reasoning behind and the logistics of providing the two indexes, we are inclined to question why CIOS goes to the effort of providing two nearly identical indexes. Neither, as they stand, with the one not providing abstracting and with the other providing one-third less coverage with roughly one-fifth fewer covered titles in this study, seems particularly attractive. It seems to us that equal or superior service could be provided with less effort if the two were simply combined into a single index with abstracting. 
RESULTS, PART II: CITATIONS TO THE CURRENT JOURNAL LITERATURE FOR COMMUNICATION STUDIES AND MULTI-SUBJECT DATABASES
As a follow-up to Part I of our evaluation, we hoped to discover how useful the Communication Studies indexes would prove to the Communication Studies researcher as gateways into the current journal literature, as opposed to a handful of the large, multi-subject, online databases available. 8 To this end, we selected those cited articles published in the roughly five years before the selected citing articles were submitted and/or published (i.e., 2,126 cited articles published in 1994 and after, up to and including in-press items that were published in 2000), and we again searched the indexes to determine what percentage of the total were covered by the various indexes. Our expectation was that the largest multi-subject databases would produce the most "hits," though we did not expect them to completely overwhelm the Communication Studies indexes. Our expectation was that the larger indexes would be more likely to catch articles from journals outside of Communication Studies proper but that, with their greater and more in-depth coverage of the discipline, the Communication Studies indexes would cover their field's journals nearly as well.
Result for the Communication Studies and Multi-Subject Databases
As Table V Table I to 29% here). No doubt, the increases for ComIndex and ComAbstracts may in part be attributed to their providing more comprehensive indexing to the 1990's volumes of the journals that they cover than to the 1960's and 1970's issues; Communication Abstracts' increase might to some slight degree be attributed to its having increased the number of titles that it indexes and the number of citations and abstracts that it provides over the course of its indexing life. 9 De-spite their increases in coverage, however, the Communication Studies indexes performed woefully when compared to the large multi-subject databases available, with, as mentioned above, the exception of OmniFile. It is difficult to ascertain from the results offered here what OmniFile is intended to index, but whatever it may be, it would appear that Communication Studies is not an area of particular focus.
Result for the Communication Studies and Multi-Subject Databases by Call Letter Group
Of course, the results displayed in Table V are not entirely fair to the Communication Studies indexes. Their purpose is to provide in-depth coverage to Communication Studies, while the purpose of the multisubject databases is to provide broad coverage for many disciplines. Though the Communication Studies indexes' results above were disappointing, they were not unexpected given the databases' obvious differences in size and scope. One might hope, however, that the Communication Studies indexes would be competitive with, or even superior to, the multi-subject databases in the area of their focus. To determine whether this might indeed be the case, we again disaggregated our set of citations into the call letters groupings to which the citing journals were assigned, with the expectation that the Communication Studies indexes would perform comparatively well for the "P" and "PN" groupings.
As Table VI shows, the Communication Studies indexes did cover the cited articles from citing journals in the "P" and "PN" groupings to a greater extent than they covered the cited articles from the journals in the other groups, but they were still out-indexed by the multi-subject data- bases, even in the "P" and " PN" groups. 10 ComIndex and ComAbstracts performed very respectably with the "P" and "PN" groups. One might even say that they performed outstandingly well when one considers how comparatively few journals they cover and how very close they came to equaling the much larger Academic Search Elite's and Web of Science's coverage for those call letter groups. However, they were still outperformed in the "P" and "PN" groups, and were roundly outperformed in the other call letter groups. Communication Abstracts' performance, once again, was relatively poor across the board. One would, therefore, with the results from Table V and Table VI in hand, find it difficult to make a strong case for the Communication Studies indexes with respect to the coverage that they offer to the Communication Studies researcher. The multi-subject databases appear to offer superior coverage both within and without Communication Studies proper.
Unique and Shared Hits for the Communication Studies Indexes and Multi-Subject Databases
To salvage the argument in favor of specialized Communication Studies indexes would, at this point, seem largely impossible. However, we supposed that there might be two arguments that one might still advance in favor of the Communication Studies indexes: (1) that, in head-to-head cross-database comparisons they might, with their greater in-depth coverage of Communication Studies, cover a large number of citations not covered by a particular multi-subject database; and (2) that, again with their greater in-depth coverage of Communication Studies, they might cover a large number of citations not covered by any of the other databases.
For Tables VII-a, -b, and -c, we determined how many of each of the Communication Studies indexes hits were not covered by each of the other indexes when they were compared one-on-one with the other indexes; how many of each of the multi-subject databases' hits were not covered by the Communication Studies indexes when they were compared one-on-one with the other indexes; and how many of each of the indexes' hits were unique when all of the databases were compared to one another, respectively. As one can see, each of the Communication Studies indexes did provide access to some journal literature not covered by the other Communication Studies indexes or by the multi-subject databases. Communication Abstracts, ComIndex, and ComAbstracts all had a surprising number of unique hits when compared to Academic Search Elite and to Web of Science (roughly 20% to 30% of their hits were unique), but the Communication Studies indexes were overwhelmed by the much larger ArticleFirst and Ingenta databases.
The Communication Studies indexes' results are much less impressive, however, when one examines the number of unique hits provided by the multi-subject databases when they are compared one-on-one against the Communication Studies indexes in Table VII the multi-subject databases, excluding of course OmniFile, one-half to two-thirds of what they covered is not covered by one of the Communication Studies indexes. So, while one might be tempted to suggest, on the basis of the results in Table VII -a, that one of the Communication Studies indexes might make a nice complement to one of the multi-subject databases, the truth of the matter is that the multi-subject databases actually make a necessary complement to the Communication Studies indexes, though one might also suggest that the larger multi-subject databases render the Communication Studies indexes moot.
Perhaps the last argument that one might advance in favor of the Communication Studies indexes would be that, with their greater in-depth coverage of the discipline, they provide truly unique indexing; i.e., indexing for articles not covered in any of the other databases. To determine whether this might indeed be the case, in Table VII-c the authors compared the coverage provided by each of the databases against the coverage provided by the whole of the other databases. 11 As the sub-table reveals, this argument in favor of the Communication Studies indexes does not seem to be valid and that, in fact, each of the indexes covers very little ground that is not covered by at least one other index/database. The specialization of the Communication Studies indexes does not, at least from the perspective of the researchers employed for this study, provide a unique avenue into the more esoteric, little-indexed but still useful regions of the Communication Studies journal literature.
CONCLUSIONS
Thus, it would seem, from the perspective of the Communication Studies researcher, that the small, discipline-specific indexes for Communication Studies have largely lost their relevance. The indexing strategy of ComIndex and ComAbstracts, which focuses on comprehensive indexing for core titles, seems to be superior to Communication Abstracts' strategy, which focuses on the sampling of several disciplines for Communication Studies articles, but in truth both the indexes and their strategies were overwhelmed by the large, multi-disciplinary, online databases employed herein. They would seem, at best, an adjunct to the mid-sized multi-subject databases like Academic Search Premier and Web of Science, 12 and one would be hard pressed to argue a larger role for them. Unless one were to combine their indexing strategies in a single index, as some of the other discipline-specific indexes do, to greatly increase the amount of retrospective indexing they perform, and/or to alter their strategies to include more indexing of the obscurer titles of the field, one would be hard pressed from the perspective of the Communication Studies researcher to argue, in terms of the coverage that they provide, for the small Communication Studies indexes' continued relevance. It may well be that Communication Studies or, more likely, the indexing environment itself, has passed the smaller indexes by.
Received: 12/18/03 Accepted: 03/18/04 ENDNOTES 1. It would be customary at this point to introduce a review of literature. Unfortunately, we were able to locate only one other recent review of the indexes pertinent to Communication Studies, an article by Albert LaRose, and so thought it best that we address this sole article in a short note. In his study, LaRose gathered titles from a year's worth of issues from 12 core communication studies journals. Using these citations he tested the inclusiveness of eight indexes relevant to communication studies research. His results indicated varying degrees of selectivity in all of the indexes. Most startling was the discovery that nearly a quarter of the articles from these core journals were not included in any of the indexes (LaRose 1989).
2. Titles that were not selected for inclusion tended to be not as widely held or to not employ bibliographic formats that lent themselves to easy inclusion in our study: for example, the many titles in Journalism and in Communications Law that we had hoped to include tended to have lengthy, comment-laden endnotes or to employ ungainly footnotes rather than regularly formatted reference pages.
3. In some instances, the first issue of 2000 was not available, so we employed later issues from 2000 or a late issue from 1999. For a few of the selected journals, we used reference pages from other issues because the articles in the titles' first issue were unsuitable: for example, one title's first issue for the year presented a review of classic articles from earlier decades. For a handful of the selected journals, we attempted to bolster their numbers by employing the bibliographies from more than one issue; conversely, for some journals we did not select all of the available reference pages in an issue because the titles provided so many more citations than did the issues from the other selected journals.
4. A quick review of the journal lists for the two indexes shows that ComAbstracts indexes 65 of the 83 titles that ComIndex covers (CIOS Support Staff "Indexes to . . ." and "ComAbstracts").
5. All percentages presented in this article and its tables, with the exception of obvious casual estimations in the text, have been rounded to the nearest tenth of one percent.
6. One should note that only 57 articles from 2000 were cited, a comparatively insignificant number, so we will largely be ignoring them.
7. Call Letter Group "P" contains one title with the call letters "PE" that probably more properly belongs to Linguistics than to Communication Studies, but the other twenty-two titles have call numbers that begin with "P."
8. The multi-subject indexes in this study were selected upon the basis of their availability to the authors, and their inclusion should not be construed as an endorsement of any sort on the part of authors.
9. Communication Abstracts covered a bit over 100 academic journals (Gordon 1978) 10. There are two interesting anomalies in the results for the multi-subject databases: the comparatively poor coverage of the "H" group by Academic Search Elite and of the "B" group by Ingenta. Academic Search Elite's lapse could perhaps be accounted for by EBSCO's covering at least part of the "H" call number range with its Business Search Elite and Business Search Premier products. We can hazard no expla-nation for why Ingenta, which covers the other groups so exceptionally well, covers the "B" group so poorly.
11. As ComIndex and ComAbstracts are largely the same index in terms of the journals that they cover, they were not compared against one another in producing Table  VII Media Asia, 27, 1 P 92 "P" 4 17
Nordicom Review, 22, 1 P 91.5 "P" 9 46
Research on Language and Social Interaction, 33, 1 P 1 "P" 4 40
The Communication Review, 4, 1 P 87 "P" 9 42
The Howard Journal of Communications, 11, 1 P 87 "P" 4 97
The Journal of Media Economics, 13, 1 
